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Abstract 
Evidentiality as an important and pervasive linguistic phenomenon has attracted 
much of scholars’ attention from various disciplines. Recently, remarkable 
achievements have been made in this area. However, previous studies have been 
devoted to examining evidentiality in the oral and written genre with little attention 
paid to the study of evidentiality in simultaneous interpreting. Besides, studies on 
translation universals mainly engage in translational English or translated Chinese 
with a focus on lexical density, information load, sentence structure, collocations etc.. 
Few have contributed to the research of evidentiality in the interpreted texts, leaving a 
vacancy to be filled.  
In order to verify translation universals in the interpreted texts from the aspect of 
evidentiality, this thesis aims to explore distribution features of evidentiality in the 
source-Chinese, interpreted-English and source-English texts based on the nine panel 
discussions of Summer Davos 2011. To start with, crouching on the previous 
academic efforts, classification suitable for the study of evidentiality in 
Chinese-English simultaneous interpreting is put forward. Six types of evidentiality 
are examined including belief, induction, deduction, hearsay, reliability and 
expectation. Then, distribution features of six types of evidentials in the three 
sub-corpora are explored. Subsequently, divergences in the occurrence and frequency 
in the three sub-corpora are examined in detail. The findings are as follows: (1) 
interpreters apply less belief and expectation evidentials than both English and 
Chinese speakers do while prefer to adopt common used words, showing a tendency 
of simplification; (2) interpreters, influenced by the target-language culture, observe 
norms in native English by using more reliability evidentials that are less certain in 
degrees, which shows a tendency of normalization; (3) interpreters employ hearsay 
evidentias more frequently than both English and Chinese speakers do. In other words, 














reflecting a tendency of explicitation; (4) interpreters, influenced by source Chinese, 
use more deduction and less induction evidentials than English speakers do. 
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Chapter 1 Introduction 
1.1 Research Background 
Evidentiality is an important and pervasive linguistic phenomenon. In the narrow sense, 
it refers to the expression of the source of information while in the broad sense, it also 
embodies the speaker’s assessment of the knowledge (Chafe, 1986). Every language has 
some way of making reference to the source of information or coding speakers’ 
assessment of the epistemological status of their information (Mushin, 2001), which 
makes evidentiality full of academic and practical values.  
Much of the original interest in evidentiality is aroused by American Indian 
languages, and especially those of Northern California, in which the marking of 
evidentiality through verb suffixes is widespread (Chafe & Nichols, 1986).  
Boas is deemed as the first one to use the term “evidentialtiy” in descriptive 
linguistics (Jacobsen, 1986). Boas (1947: 206) describes it as “a small group of suffixes 
expressing source and certainty of knowledge….” Sapir (1911: 114) also notices “how 
frequently the form expresses the source or nature of the speaker’s knowledge”. 
Swadesh (1939: 82) groups the quotative and the inferential together as “mode of 
evidence” and places the label “evidential” over forms of the inferential in the 
analysis of the language “Nootka”. Lee (1938: 89) deals with the interpretation of 
Wintu grammatical categories and refers to it by labels such as “suffixes giving the 
source of information”. Hoijer (1954: 10) discovers evidential phenomena in some 
Indian languages: “the technique, in a number of languages, whereby statements are 
classed as known from the speaker’s experience, from hearsay, or from cultural 
tradition”. 
Jakobson (1957:392) introduces the term “evidential” as a “tentative label” for the 
generic verbal category. He suggests four possible sources of evidential information: 
someone else’s report (quotative, i.e., hearsay evidence), a guess (presumptive 
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In the spring of 1981, the first conference on evidentiality was held in Berkeley. 
Consequently, Evidentiality: The Linguistic Coding of Epistemology, the first 
collection of papers on evidentiality is published, which has far-reaching impact on 
further studies in this field. Since then, evidentiality has become an established 
research topic in linguistics (Dendale & Tasmowski, 2001).  
Domestically, a few scholars have also paid attention to evidentiality. Hu (胡壮麟, 
1994) brings into different definition and models of evidentiality, employs Chafe’s 
theory to analyze Chinese evidentials (胡壮麟, 1995) and illustrates differences of 
evidentials in genre of news reports and debates (胡壮麟, 1994). Zhang (张伯江, 1997), 
Yan (严辰松, 2000) and Niu (牛保义, 2005) also introduce the theory of evidentiality and 
evidentials. Zhu (朱永生, 2006) proposes his analysis of Chinese evidentials according 
to Aikhenvald’s model. Fang (房红梅, 2006) adopts a systematic-functional approach to 
evidentiality. 
Although evidential studies have attracted attention from scholars across various 
disciplines, little attention has been paid to this area in the discipline of corpus-based 
interpreting studies. The new discipline in combination of corpus tools and methods 
with interpreting studies is put forward in the late 1990s which offers a tool “both 
viable and revelatory not only for the study of interpreting, per se, but for translation 
studies as a whole” (Shlesinger, 1998). Generally speaking, corpus-based interpreting 
studies, based on the constructed monolingual, parallel or comparable corpora, mainly 
focus on two themes: the study of linguistic features of interpreted texts and 
observation and analysis of interpreting processing (张威, 2012).  
To be specific, the study of linguistic features indicates the identification of 
lexical characteristics such as lexical density and variety, high-frequency words, 
concordances, lexical collocations and co-occurrences etc. in comparable texts as 
evidence of translation universals including explicitation, simplification and 
normalization or conventionalization (Sergio & Falbo, 2012).   
More specifically, explicitation reflects a tendency to make translation more 
explicit by adding background information or other materials. Simplification refers to 
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